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+260 Man has a truer Honour and Reve- 
SSI (7 rence for that Great and Learned Bo- 
I dy of the Univerſity of Oxford, nor 
> tf has paid more juſt Civilities and Re- 
» $1 cs to any of the Heads or Mem- 
\ WS bersof it, as I have happened to be 
Q acquainted with them, than my ſelf; 
Nos BT. . which makes it very uneaſy to me, | 
that there ſhould be the leaft appearance of any Quarrel! 
or Diſreſpe& on either fide. | 
I can deſpiſe a Thouſand Facobite Stories, even with 
all: the Additional Comments and Flouriſhes of a Ma- 
licious Animadverter ; and juſtify my Negle& and Si- 
kence;to my ſelf, who am moſt nearly concerned in it:For 
many of thoſe Stories I can only deny, becauſe I know 
rathing of them, but only this, that according to my 
Principles and Inclinations,' it was morally impoſlible 
that I ſhould fay or do ſuch things: And what I do 
remember any thing of, is _ reported ; and yet can- 
: | - not 
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' not be reftified without betraying the Privacies of Con- 
'verſation_, as my_ Accuſers have done, .and. refleing 
ſharply upon. ſome who have been old Friends, -whas- 


> 


ever they are now.; which are ſuch hateful Vices, and 
ſo deſtructive to the Innocent Freedoms of Converſa- 


y 
be me 


breath, and then:calls for a Decreram Oxoniexſe to help 
him ; which was the wiſeſt thing he could do; _ = 
b- | <> A eaſ0n 
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Reaſon will never do any hurt; but ſuch a Decrerum 
- might furniſh bim. with 'new. Topicks of Railing...” Ic. 
happen'd as luckily for the purpole as if it had: been 
contrived , that this Preacher. uſed. ſame. of the ſame 
Expreffions which I had done, and which the Animad- 
 vetterhad charged with Tricheiſm, vis. Three Diſtintt 
Infinite Minds and. Spirits. This was an Opportunity 
not [to..be negleed, to obtain his deſired' Decree : 
Dr..Soxth:follicited the Cauſe with ſuch Zeal and Im- 
reunity, ascould-not be refiſted ; and, as I am inform-: 
ed, prepared the.way for it in a furious Sermon the Swux- 
_ dey before, wherein he upbraided them,as being afraid-to- 
condemn Hereſy, Deiſm, Socinianiſm, Tritheiſm, leſt they 
ſbould fall from Eccleſtaſtical Grace, and the door of Prefers 
ment ſhould be ſbut againſt them, which was a very civil 
Camplement both to'them and to the Governors: of 'our 
Church. Some of the wiſeſt Heads among them,and wha 
 wefe moſt concerned in aDecree of Hereſy,were abſent ; 
others abſented-themſelves ; and ſome who were preſent 
in. the Convention, diſſented, alledging, That their Pro- 
ceedings were Irregular, and not according to their Sta- 
tutes. But ſome of the Animadverters Complexion and 
Iatercſt, with great:Zeal overruled the reſt, and the De- 
eree was paſt, and printed .in Len, in thele-words ; 


Is Comme! D- Fice-C ancelaris & Preſellarim Coles... 


ram & Aularam- Upiverſitatis Oxon. "Die Ops 
- guiaro Novembris. A. D. 1695. i © , 


14® Min Conciane | nuper- habit: coram” Univerſi- / 
tate Oxon: in Templo S.-Petri in Oriente, ad Fes: 
ſtum SS. Simonis & Jude: oxime elaplum, :hexc Ver-: 
ba, inter alia, publice prolata &: afſerta fuerunt, vis. 
[ Theve eve Three Infinite fins: Atinds end Subftances in; 
the Trinity. ] Item [| That the Three Perfons i i18 the T ri. 
nity aro F hree Diflinit Infinite Minds or Spixits, and Three 
Individual Swbflances. ) Qua verba F EE Ton 
fionis: Canfam 8 Scandalum dedere ;_- oO 


Dominus Vice-Cancellarius & Prafefi Collegiorum 
& Aularum, in gegerali fuo Coaventu jam. congregati, 
one Declarant, & Decernunt, pradicta' Verba effe 
w 6, is, 4 —_— Diffona & Contraria Doftri- 


ia ' & firmicer i injungunt. Omai- 
bus & ſwgulis, rin Bade i cure commiltis, ne tale 
aliquod Dogma, in Concionibus, aut _ in FR 

- . Proferant. 


Ex Decreto Domini Vice-Cancellarii & Prefefforum 


Ben. Cooper Not. publicss 
& Regilirarius Univerſitatis Oxon. 
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| Whoever drew up this Decree, ſome Criticks fay 
ts need not brag much of -his 8kill-ina Latin, having 
refed theplain Rules of Griionined, in.uling Eoruns 
care, for ſue.  - 
| rr this Latin Decree did aot Gatisfy the Animadver- 
ter, but for the Benefit and-Edification of F-gliſh Rea- 
ders, he ( as iseafy to gueſs) Tranſlates it, p adds a 
_ notable Title, anda notable Remark toit.. - 
. The Title is, An' Account of the Decree of the Uni- 
ongiref .Oxford, aneinft [ome Heretical Texcts. 
Remark oy: way of Poſtſcript is, 't mvay be- 
zoted , That the Propoſitions ' above-mentioned are- 
Dr, $—— k's in his Difencſe the Trinity, ani the De- 
fenders of 'it, and wrote againſt by the Animadverter, 8c. 
which is as good En/iþb as the other is Lavin; And yer 
ce o_ not ſatisfy bim, till he had publiſhed this Oxford: 
| gainſt Dr. Sherlock in one of the Weekly Prints... - 
rw gra Certainly he thinks there isho ſtand- - - 
mſt this Oxford- Decree 3. and- therefore inthe. 
az let us briefly examine the: Authority of it: © 
& calls it,. 7he. jim of the Univerſity of Oxford ;. 
which is a mere Sham; for ſome Heads of Colleges. 
and. Halls, were never” yer” thought the Univerſity: of 
Da ard: But. that Great- and Learned Body, if they. 
vindicate their own Rights, are more concerned m: - 
| this than lam; The Degree of an Oxford Convoca- 
_ ton ws indeed Decretum Oxonienſe, or a-Decree of the- 
Univerfity. of Oxford :. This is what the Animadverter: 
called: for, and this he would perſuade - the-world- he 
has.; but ker the Oxford Convocation look. to. this,,. 
which may y prove an ill Preſident, 
- Dit I am-inform'd {for T'confeſs I know- no/their: 
. Jteatutes my felf Jrhat thi Decree of the Heads of Col 
Fas and" Halls, is fo. far-from being the Decree of the- 
- Unzver ſit TS 


Univerſh of Oxford, that i it is no - A nor Anyhie 
ritative Decres atall;; not ſo much. as for cenſuring 
Preacher, much leſs for declaring and decreeing He 
' Their Statutes refer ſuch Cenſures- to the Vice-Chan- 
cellor, and Six Heads, Doors of Divinity, and toone 
or both: the Profeſſors of Divinity ; but. give a0 ſuch 
Authority tothe General Meeting of the Heads, much 
leſs to Heads, 'who are no Divine, -nor DoQors ia Di- 
vinity. 3 and ſome.ſuch there were ia this Meeting. ;.So. 
that this pretended Decree of the Unive verhe of Oxford, 
is f0-more than the-private Opinions 0 4 ome Heads'; . 
- and if that be ſo Venetable an Authority, I will un- 
dertake any day in the Year, to. procure a Mecti 
twice as many, as Wiſe and- Learned Men, to. cenſure 
their Decree. -- But ſuppoſing their Authority to be Juſt 
and Regular., there is another very proper Queſtion, 
How-far their Authority extends ? . Whether to the de- 
claring and decreeing: Hereſy ? Whatever the Con- 
yocation of the Uniyerlity. may challenge , this. was . 
_ before pretended to by the Heads of Colleges and - 
Halls. | 
All the Authority I can learn their Sratutes give 
them in ſuch Caſes, is to fummoa the Preacher, who 
has faid any. thing in his Sermon. contrary to the Do- 
Arine of the Church of Eng/azd, and to require a pub-- 
lick recantation from him, -or to forbid him -eyer. to 
preach again in the Univerſity : Whereas nothingof all. 
this was done ; the Preacher not ſummoned, to this. 
Meeting ,. nor. his Name, as far-as I can learn, once 
mentioned 1n it ; no Recantation enjoined 'no. Ds cad 
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of he @xfordl Dire, Kc 


met. . ; And they'pught, notwithſtanding all: their 


A hs Zeal againſt Hereſy )-to have adviſed with- men of Skill, 


' how far {uch an Irregular and Vaſtatutable yore 
10g might  affett; £hemy 2 4! | 
the Authority of declaring and making Hereſy, 
may be. of ſuch-pernicious Conſequence' to'the Peace 
of- any Church, that it-1s not fir ro be intruſted with 
- any Body... of - men. leſs then a National Synod ; for - 
achgrwide. we, may. have as :many. different and” con: 
trary!h Religions ,. AS: bers: are Declarers and Decreers 
of, Hereſy... 

: In, the Statute I - Elis, « ca, 1, we find the power to or-' 
der, determine, or adjudge any matter or cauſe to be Hereſy, 
reſtrained .only, #6 ſuch as heretofore. have been determs- 
ved pramed s or. adjudged ito be Hereſy. by the. Autho- 
rity (af the: Canonical Seripturss.; Or y'® the firſt Four 
General Coumtils 3 Or bji-avy other: General . Council, 
wherein . the., ſame was : declared - Hereſy by the expreſs - 
and Mew» wards--of; the: ſaid Canonical Scriptures's. Or 
lines; aa oh Ply 1be. ordered » Jaaged, © or. deter= 
| wy +4 the Fas Coprtilof : Parliament 

of this Ins 5, mwith-ihe Aﬀent) of the Glirgy in theio 
of tht: Reg And if the King could-not grantagreatev 
AGO, than this'to his High: Commiſſioner for Ec» 
C cleljaBicgl Affairs, it 18 not likely, that:any other Body 

of.men baye i it-;-apd myJ:95d Coot. ſays, Tharthis is a di- 
rsftion Ne M7 eſpecially. ta Biſhops in theiviadjudg- 

ag; Hereſy,..3:l»f4;'p4..49: andchow: they haverobſer- 
ved” this Law an choir Decree, zhey:: _ beſt confi 


Oferdb "Ke 1H have focmerly rad þ ry Tau! juſt. Ve. 
Fg paid tothe, jand; will "Have orfhifl:,. when- 
er thicy. arg:penned with the-ſame.firengrh : alnkicleiy: 
neſs | but they havEa greater. Opioionof their: Aurho- 


4 rity, 


rity; than: 7 can. findthe veſt of the _ has; if the 

. think. by a meer. Decree, 'withoue pretending to give the - 
leaſt-reaſon for it, to-lilence- all diſputes , and tov bear 
——"cagxri_ all . Reaſons ; and- all Authorities on- the other 
] 

But ſince theſe Heads are: pleaſed! to take part in the 
quarrel, which one would have* thought they-need/ not 
have done, had they. not ſuſpe&ed the 'Succels'of their 
Animadverting Champion ; I accept'this ev o with & 
all thaokfulneſs. As for the Animadverter;he'mr fot 
me have writ on as long as he pleaſed;and have raik _-_ 
_— as miuch as he'pleaſed , akd the world mi 

bave judged of him , and: his performances, "as th 

pleaſed: His laſt Book F have read\ nothing of ;- and 

could. never perſuade: my RIF roread all his Art Book ; 
there is ſuch en Evil Spirit and fact Venom 'n tis 
Writings , | as is-enough to give. ag VUnchriftian 'Fin- 
| ture to thoſe who read thear+; ' He reſolyed' never to 
anſwer. any one but my 'ſelf;;_ and I reſolved" never to 
read. what he-yrrit ; and: chus \there. wax Bins NG 
ſean end of this matrer; when he grew hows bobs yrs 
ting; or his Bookſellep of Printing? Bu Bur to 
. meet-with no new Animadverters., who.ſhall all das 

alike with me; but with Men of \Tngenvity' and Can- 
good: wer JN 

ithour Sophiſiry and&Miftepr ws, weigh 

bro kr; inaneq Balance;and cotte th, 
. nat for Vitory-31and thenir is oy, to qt _ 

Lovercome, or:am overcome ;: for-Trith 4s better 


ViRory, and will make an Honeſt Man xiumph 1 Tio, 

being conquered. £12,189) 'F 
Haviog'thus conſidered the Authority of 'thisDetres; . 

whichthe AnimaJverter Tomuch ork en rn now 


——_ Decree it'Flf,- 
Theſe p 
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of almQnord Divieb, Kc, 
-.'Theſe-words, Three aiftind# ad Minds, and Three 
Sabftinces,:a5:applied to the Three Perſons of the Evers. 
Blefſed Trinity, are fingled-qut in this Decree,:-and 
parted from: the Body; of: the: Sermon, without any: < 
thingto:explain inwhat fenſe thePreacher uſed them ; 
and therefore we -muſt conclude, ; that-theſe Words are 
abſolutely condemned, as Fa//e, Tanpions, and Fleritical : 
That;though.a Miad.in this place"lignifies az Intelligent 
Pes/ 34nd Subſtaget a. Swhſtantial Perſon; and Three 
Ipfigize InteVigent Perſons, and Three Infinite Subſtan- 
tial Perſons; 1s: the Catholick Faith ; -as I doubt:not to 


make appear ; yet. Three Diftin Infinite Minds, and 


Three Subſtances, whea they are uſed in no other ſenſe, 


- than:fat $hree Incelligent and Subſtantial Perſons, muſt 


be eontemned «s\ [mpioms and Heretical:: T heſe are won- 
derfal nice. Criticks, to-tnake che ſame DoAtrine, owned 
and. acknowledged! toibe.the ſame ,-in:one Form: of 
Words to be truly Catholick and Orthodox, and in-ano- 
ther Form of. Words, which do and are intended to ſig- 
nify.che:fagme gbings. Eaſe, Impions, end Heretical: This 
is:a-irange Magical Pawer. of Words ;! Hoc eſt Corpus in 
the mottts.of a'Papiſh Prieſt, :never were pretended: to 


. make a more:Miraculous Tranſubſtantiation. I with it 


at; laſt. appear. that. theſe Gentlemen do really believe 
'Three Infinite Iotslligent. Perſons, and Three Subſtan- 
tial Perſons ig; the-Friqity, z.for leythem diftinguith. as 
fabtilly aschey pleaſe, atz Lacelligenc; Perſon isa Mind, 
and a Subſtantial Perſba is a: Subttance, . and Three are 
Three-z. of which more preſeotly. - 

+... There may indeed: be. a: very Heretical Senfe put 
upda.theſe words: t0.ſay , [Fhatthere-are! Three Jn- 
Gaite. Minds of Pegſons +{ for. the: 4crely is' che: fame, 
whatever the word bg). Wholly divided and: ſeparated 
frameach other, Trax pupre4ophiay ions 3 Three Ab 
«t {3 OlUte 


Judicant, geclarant, & 
decernunt, predjQa ver- 


retica; diſſons, & contra- , 
ria doQtinz Eccleſiz 
tholice, &ſpeciatm dd- * 
Qrinez Ecclefiz Anglica- 
nz, publice recepre. 


ba eſſe falſa piay 3; hes - 


0. ># _ Ex 


flute Principlees , 
epzel; Three" .Unbegonten ones; withant- any*rela 
; ; toreach-othen, as. Fathery Son, and: init 5 Teic os 
3 Varz Three Subſtances ics the driaw otivnj'for Three 

| diſtin Rinds and Speciesof 'SubRonce 5/100 Three Nu- - 
F | eures:and/Effences ſpecifically: different; AM this, Þ ſay; 
is:Falſe, Impious,:and Hereticah, and has been condemn- 
ed:asfuch by-the Catholick-Church: And; could't 
| have iaflis'd any: fuch Senſe as/this:\on"the- Prexcher 

| Words; they would liave done well to-have: ſhoww ie 3 
4 | and: chomthiey: had done very juſtly and: religiouſly, ir 
5 condemning ſuch an- Impious Senſe of theſe Words:: 
bur to condemn: Words, in-themſelves very Orthodox, 
as Impious and Heretical, without giving- the leaſt'In- 
timatton. wherezn\thein Impiety and Hl 

a new. way'of- proceeding, whichthey never learnt from 
any: of: the AncicatCouncils. But Party-Shibboleths al- 
ways da the beſt Execution, the leſs they'are underſtood. 
| NS qua Charge is. drawn up as fully and-emphatically as 
I is. poſſible. -1..That theſe aforelaid Words-are Falls, 
| © Thas they-are Impious. - 3./Hlereticah, 4./Commaryyd 

| the DoQrine of the Catholiock Church.” Andy, In 
particular contrary to the DoRrine of the :Church+of 


Independent od an ectay'# 


ereſy conſiſts; 18 


England, as publickly received. | This the 
Tagen Declare, and Determines and h 
__— 'ÞProved'ie rooy' they: had <dobe"allat 
ance ;/ burinow the hardeſt part: Rill>-res 
majnsi5:and men who- will —_ rake their 
bare word for it, willjudge all overagain. 


. And I-hapeit will give no Offence'to that 
Greatand Learned: Body of the Univerſity 6f-Oxford;to 
examine' the raſh-ahÞhafty: Judgertient of ſom of the 

Headsofitheir Colleges/and Halls os ©- | 
In order to this, Tſhall briefly premiſe ſome few plan 


Obfervations, the more effeQually toſhew the Raſhnels: 
and Injudiciouſne'of this Decree. * | > OE O0 
-:;As i3.'That no form of 'words is'to be 'condetnned as 
Fulſq;-Invpious, and Heretrigat, 'which do! not neceffacily: 
Senſe; Words may be new, unuſual, inconvenient, and 
want:the ſtamp of Eccleſiaſtical Authority, which are 


not! Falſe, D1ipions; of Florttical: Theſe axe very different 


Crimes, tobroackhhewoWords;'and arw Hereſies,/when 
che 'Words themſelves are-not. manifeltly: Heretical: 
Andcertainly fuch men ooght ito have underſtood this, 
who take upon themtobe'Judges of Hereſy. : 
Nay, 24ly. Such:new-formsof ſpeech as are liable to 
an Heretical Rnfe,- are not therefore: to be rejected, 6 
they. are:of uſe to-fteurethe True Catholick Faith, arid 
thoſe: who wuſerheni:dectare che Orthodox: fenle wherein 
they uſe them. All learned men know, thatthe Homo- 
puflon'it-ſelf; was charged .with'as many Hereſies asany 
other word cag:well be':: Some charged it with Sabellin+ 
wif; pthers wich adiviionand partitionof qhe Divine 
Subſtance}. asif-cthe Sons being begotten - of «his Fas 
ther's Subſtance,” anddobeing-Conſubſftantial, 'qrof.0ae- 
Subſtatice wich bim, ſignified ſuch aw Efflux: and Ema» 
navion-as divided the\Farhet's Subſtance, and communi- 
<eatedipart iof- ic:totke1Sofn; But whew the (Catbolick 
Barhers''rejeQed-thels: pervecto and: Heperical fenſes-of - 
the word;and declared mwhavſenſetheyrufetit, inop- 


. porn to the Arian Hereſy, and that it was the: moſt 


nificant word which.could be uſed to that purpoſe , 


\ 
o 


| and whichchoſeſubeleHerericks, whoequivocated im all 


other foreas of words,.could/by as elude; chei Vs 

Fexe Counvilireccived it into their! Creed 3-and'i £xſebrats 

of Ca/area,: and ſome others, "who ur 'fitft -[crupled the 

uſe of CCC Po 
(t& 2 | 


4 Modeſt Examination". 


fied of its Orthodox fignification. It is reaſonable for all 
men *to conſider this:,,who pretenditorifind Hereſy; in: 
words, : Whether thoſe; who vſethem; own-that Hereti- 
cal ſenſe-which they charge.upon them; RR 
they may. as:well: condemnithe Homoosſion, as alfſe; Ime- 
pious;and.Heretical; as Three dr#tint# Infinite Minds and: 
Spirits, if. chey have 10 regard to tlie ſenſe of thoſe who 
ufe theſe. words, notes the. end:far. which: they ate uſed-: 
:-4-Andif; wewll ever allow/of: Unſcriptural Words 
tbexplaid agt ſecure: the Catholick Faith, '{ whicknoge 
but ſecret or open Hereticks*ever :quarrel'd-at )--there 
may be the.ſame reaſon and neceſſity for it in our; Age, 
that.ever there was iN any Age.of the;Chriſtiza-Church ; 
and 'rhen;it is as juitifiable now, cas exer::it'was-:-'The 
Ghacchi never hat Authority ito make a; vew Faith, bug 
always had, andalways will have, Authority xo-declare 
andexplain:the True Catholick-Faith/in fuchi;words as 
are tnoſt aptly expreſſive of 1x, and necefſary tocauater- 
minethe. _ and pr — = a edt) 
Fi Apology: the NrcenecFarhers made for: putting 
the Files fine zagortiain Creed;as St.4thansfiurdetilares 
at large, in his Book de decretss Synodi:Nicend, The Arr 
r:made a{hift'to reconcue their. Hereſy to-all- other 
Forms of -words;. bait .the Homordſioindeteted their Hy- 
. pocriſy:ahnd :Hareſy;; Kliis wagtod plain; and exprefe.to 
 Heevaded by equitacal. fenſes,-and-thereforethey-could 
never .b&rRoonciled!to}it;/' and the Carholick-Farhers 
thovght:that a:very neceſſary reafon:far the uſe of it. 

' Now if-fuch expreſſioas as theſe; :Three diſtinis Infir 
\prte: Minds and Spirits, or Thee Suhitances, be as necella- 
+y.in'our Age ra:deveth andbppoſe Sabe/iani/mm,; and 19 
Eecure the. Gathelicl Faieh of:a Realy Subſtantial Trini- 
ty, (which is all that 1s:iotended by them): as: the Homg- 
oufion was at. the, time,of the Nicene Council, to _ 


' of tbe Oxford Decree, &c. 


and-oppoſe Arianiſm ; this will juſtify. the uſc'of ſuchex- 
preffians, how novel ſoever they may be thaughr ; and: 
what neceſlity there is for this in our Age,. will appear: 
preſently. | | 3 EN 

- -4-; 16 isa {afficient jutificition of any Unſcriptural. 
Forms of words in Articles of Faith, that though the 
expreſs words are not found in Scripture, yet all chat is, 
and that is iatended to be fiznified by thoſe words , is 
found in Scripture ; for no words can be falſe, . impious, 
avs heretical , which contain the true Catholick Faith, 
as taught in Scripture - Thus. Athanaſius and the other 
Nicene Fathers anſwer that Arian Objeftion againſt 
the Homoorſion, that it is not to be found in Scripture; 
thatthough che, word is not 1n Scripture, the taith (ig- 


bified by that word is ; and thus St. Auguſtine particu+ 


larly defends it ie his diſpute with Paſcentivs. 
:: 5+ No Expreſſions can be ſaid to be contrary tothe: 


\Poftrine of the Catholick Church, which have been: 


zpſed by Cathglick Fathers, either in the ſaine or in equi- 
tvalent. terms, and contain that Doctrine which the Ca- 


_ 2tholick'Fathers always taught. 


Having premiſed this , let us now examine the Cea- 
- fure, which theſe Oxford Heads have made of theſe Pro- 


poſitions :: There are. Three Infinite diſt int? Minds and Sub- 
ſtances in the Trinity ;, Item, That the Three Perſons in- 


- the; Trinity are Three diſtin Inflaite Minds or Spirits, and 


- Three Individual Subſtances. That:is, 1 ſuppoſe, as much 


Individual Subſtances, as they are Individual Perſons. 
"Ir is evident, that all this relates only to the Notion of 


- the Trinity, and to.the Notion of a Divine. Perſon,. and 
__. of Three Divine Perſons ja the. Trinity ; and therefore- 
- the Uniry.of. the Godhead is not concerned in this, which- 


belongs:toanother Queſtion, How theſe Three are One ; 


- of which.more whea I_cxamine the Hereſy charged on 
. theſe words. D r, But: 


| fr 3: 
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A Modi Examination” 

I. But the firſt charge is, that they are falſe: I wiſh 
they had toid us what in them is falſe; but fince they have 
made nodiftinQion, we-muſt ſuppoſe they mean that all 


theſe words are falſe. Is it falſe then, that each Perſon 
in the Ever-Blefſed Trinity is by himſelf in his own Per- 


- fon a DiftinQ, Infinite Mind, Spirit, or Subſtance ?-Is 
- Not God the Father an Infinite Mind or Spirit ? Is nor 


God the Son,the ſubſtantial Word andW iſ{dom of the Fa- 
ther, -an Infinite Mind or Spirit ? Is not-God the [Holy 


- : Ghoſt, that Eternal Spirit, which knoweth the things of 
. God, as the Spirit of a Man knoweth the things of 


a-man, an Eternal Mind or Spirit ? Or is not an Iafinite 


Mind. and Spirit a SubRance, the moſt real iperfeQ Sub- 
-. Rancez that is mthe world , which gives Subſtance/and 


Subliſtence to all other things ? - Is not the Father confi- 
dered as an Infinite Mind and Spirit , diſtin fromithe 
Son and the Holy Ghoſt z the Son diſtin: from the 
Father and the Holy Ghoſt; the Holy Ghoſt diſtin& from 


| the Father and the Son? Todenyany thing of all this, is 
downright Sabelliiani/m, and deſtroys a real fubftantial 


Trieity, which is as Eſſential to the Chriſtian Faith, as 
the Unity of the-Godhead is. 

The only Quarrel then, that I can 4magine, againſt 
theſe words is this ; That tho the Father be a diftinCt Infi- 


"nite Mind, and the Son a diſtin& Infinite Mind; andthe 


Holy Ghoſt adiſtinQ Infinite Mind, yet according tothe 
'CatholickForm of Speech, we mult not ſay that there are 
Three diſtin& Infinite Minds, - but one-Infinite Mind or 


- Spirit or Subſtance: Now I grant that in the ſenſe of the 


Homooufi-m, or Conſubſtantiality, this is very /Trueand 
Orthodox, in-which ſenſeSt. Jeromcondenmined:Tres Sub- 
fantias or Three Subſtances ; and St. Yuftin yixhoial. 
lowedthat the Father is a Spirit, the Sonia Spirit, ahd 


the Holy Ghoſt aopirity yet denied, thatthereare Three 


"Spirits, 


of the Oxford Decree, &c. 


Spirits, but. 'One- Spirit ; | but when we apply this” 


to- Perſons, it is groſs:*abelliamiſm to ſay, thatrnere are 
not Three Perſonal Minds , or Spirits , or Subſtances; 
bur only\One Mind; Spirit, or Subſtance ; for then there 
ean Bebut-one/ Perſon tooy for one Perſonal Mind is but 
One Perſon. C 

Let us confider what a Mind' is, and how we can' 
know whether there be but One, or more diftin& Minds. 
The Subſtance of a Mind T know nothing of , no more. 
than I do what the naked Subſtance of: Body or Matter: 
is; but the true Notion of a Mind is a thinkin: Being, 
and therefore whereever we fins! the Atts of Know ledge, 
Underſtanding and Wil}, there is a Miad} and where 
thereare diſtin& Perſonal AQts of Knowledge and Will, 
thereare diſtin Perfonal Minds. | C474 

Now. if we-believe the-5eriprure , the Father knows 
the Son, and the Son knows the Father; the Father wills, 
and the Son, by a diſtin Perfonalact, wills with rhe Fa- 
ther, and what the Father wills ; the Father works, and 
the Sor works, and ſees al} that the Father doth, and 
doth the ſame things. | 

Thus the Fathers proved'againſt the Sabe//;axs the real 
and ſubſtantial diſtinQion of Perſons1n the Unity of the 
Godhead, from thoſe diſtin& perſonal atts which are at- 
tributed-in Sctipture to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; 
which having a mutual relatioa to each other, require 


diſtin& Perſons for their Subjeas; and (linceall the initan= 


ces they give (as may be-ſten in Tertsllian againſt Praxe- 
45, Novatian in his Book of the Trinity, Athanaſius again(t 
the Sabellians, St Hilary, St.Anſtin,and all that have wrir 
on this Argument) areaQts of a Mind;as well as, of a Per- 
fon, they muſt prove ( if they prove any thing) diſtinct 
Minds -as well as Perſons ; for if one ſingular Solitary 


Mind may-be the Subject of ſuch diſtin atts as neceſſa- | 


rily 


_— 
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A Maodeſs Examination 
_ 'rily ſuppoſe more thari one , One Perſon may'Le fo too; 
and thenthere is no poſlible way left to confute Sabel/ia- 
niſm, or to prove a real Trinity of diſtin ſubſtantial 
Perſons. Ir is very evident, that both the: Sbe/li2ns,, and 
the Cathatlick Fathers in this Controverſy underſtood che 
ſame thing by Perſon, which we do by Mind or Spirit : 
By Perſon the 'Sebe/lians meant ſuch a Perſon as is true 
and perfeQ God ; and therefore the moſt real Subſtance, 
an Infinite Mind and Spirit ; and for this reaſon they re- 
jected Three Perſons for fear of Three Gods, which al- 
ways was, and is ſtill the ObjeCtion againſt a real ſubſtan- 
tial Trinity ; for there is no danger,that Threg Names,or 
Notions, or Modes, ſhould bea Trinicy of Gods. Not- 
withſtanding this, the Catholick Fathers allow their No- 
tion of a Perſon, and prove againſt them ſuch a Trinity 
of Perſons as they rejeQed, each of which is true and 
perfect God. | 
Now ſince Perſon is the Catholick word, which long 
Eccleſiaſtical uſe has made familiar , I ſhould by no 
means allow of any other word in this Myſtery, could we 
retain the old Catholick Faith, together with the word ; 
But when men make no more of a Perſon, than a meer 
Mode, anda Trinity of Modes in one ſingular Nature, 
and Subſtance, muſt paſs for a Trinity of Divine Per- 
ſons, which was the Hereſy of Sabe//:#5, who contended 
for One Singular Solitary Nature or Subliftence in God, 
and was not much concerned by what name you called 
the Three, ſo they were not Three Subſtantial Subſit- 
ing Perſons; for he never dreamt that there could be 
Three Real Subſtantial Perſons in One Singular Na- 
ture ; I ſay, when this Herely is reviv'd under a new 
Name, we are under a neceflity of ſaying in more ex- 
preſs words, what the Fathers meant by Perſon, if we 
will retain the Catholick Faith, as well as the Word. 
| | Would 


of the Oxford Decree, &c. 
-* Would Men but give themſelves a little Liberty 
of thinking, they would ſee how impoſlible it is to 
find®*#*-Medinm between a real Trizity and Sabelia- 

Hiſm, however diſpuis'd. The ThreEPerſons in the 
bleſſed Tri»ity are either Three Subſtantial Perſons, 
or they are not; to deny them to be Subſtantial is 
Sabellianiſm, whateverelſe we call them: There muſt 
be erher One fingolar ſolitary Stibſtance in the Dei- 
ty, or Three diſtin& Perſonal Subſtances: The firſt 
4s "the fundamental Article of the Sabel/iaz Creed, 
and a' direct -ContradiQtion to the Doctrine of the 
Trizity, for: One ſingular, . folitary Nature or Sub- 
ſtance; '1s but One Perſon ; tor which reaſon the Sa- 


bellians'fo earneſtly contended for it, and the Ca- 


*thofick Fathers ſo vigorouſly oppos'd it : 'And if we 


own Three diſtin& ſubſtantial Perſons in the Trinity, - 


we muft own Three diſtin& perſonal - Subſtances 3 
for a- diſtindt ſubſtantial Perſon muſt have a diſtin&t 
Sabſtance of-Hhis own, proper and pecuhar to'his own 
Perſon # that thbogh the Father and the Son are'of 
-one Subſtance, as the Son is begotten of 'the' 'Sub- 
ſtance*of the Father, and' conſubſtantial with him'; 
. yet the perſonal Subſtance of the Son is no more 
he perſonal Subſtance 'of 'the' Father, thary the Fa- 
"ther 'is the Perfoit' of the Soi; or the-Son the Per- 
fog of the! Father ?"and cthietefore there-is/a'mariifelt 
SebeViar Fallacy in it, -which' itis impoſſible to'make 
- ſenſe: of, to''fay,* Thar the" Father is an infinite Mind, 
-the:Son' arr ififinite-Mind, - afid- the;Holy Ghoſt an 
infinite Mind 5 thar'the Father is Subſtance; the» Son 
-Subſtance; the 'Holy-Ghoſt®Sabſtince;''and (yet! tthibe 
there #&not Thitee perſonal Minds, 66 Thitee:per- 
ſonal Subſtances ,*btr One'ifingular 'Mind and'$ub- 
ſtancez for this is to be One and Three' in the 
3X \ 


D ſame 
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A Modeſt Examination 
Gre Senſe 3+ which is not Myſtery, but. Contra- 
diction. - $6. | # : 5 SIRE 67 
| There has been a nice Diſpute about the ſingular 
and plural Predication,, when we ſpeak of God z that. 
fince in the Unity of the: Godhead there are Three 
and One, what it1s we may call-Three, and what Gne : 


 . This is the whole Pretence, as far as [-can gue, 


for the Oxford Cenſure, that Minds and. Subſtances 
are ſpoke of in the plural Number. Now: thig-ſeems 
to me to be a very plain Caſe, that if in. the ever 
Bleſſed Trinity there. be Three and One, that where- 
in they, are Three may be faid to be Three; but 
that wherein they are bur Qne, muſt be faid.to-be 
but One; for otherwiſe Three are: not. Three, nor 
Qne/ One; which muſt enher deſtroy .the - Faith af 
the Trizity, or of the Unity, That there ave Three 
Perjent. axd One God, is the Catholick. Language; 
and therefore Three belongs: to: the Perſons,. and 
« teeny ;; Gacnend.: | n= robes  whaoney þ 
adfolutely ntial to, the}, Notion of. a diſtunct 
Perſon, may be number'd and,diſtinguiſh'd with the 
Perſons 5. for whatever. js; included. in the Notion of 
a Perſan, though it be number'd with: the Perſpns, 
9 more. affeds the: re: the Godhead, than;a 
Trinizy: of Perſons docs. ;; If; then. a: Perſon -be a 


Mind, a, Spirit,,ia Subſtance, !Three fach Perſons muſt 
obg;Lhree as iti; Minds, Spints, or - Subſtances, 
. as. they; axe: diſun(t, (Ferlons 5 and Three ſuch: Pex- 
_ i nal Minds, 9parits,; ox Subſtances, arg as. recongile- 


4 Z 


able. With, the; Unity of the Godhead, 48; Three ſab- 


ſantial, Perſons, 3;;for 'che-\ Three, belongs to. the Por- 


J KI | 
Jens, who are Three, [mot to the Godhead, which 
is bur, Qne:-.of which; moze prefently,.. ./\./;; |... * 
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As for that Phrafe of Three #ndivideal ences, 


i ſcers more obrioxions ,, becauſe divided may 
figttifie, artd does im common uſe, more thai! barely 

ih #7, even 4 ſeparate SobManee, as all- other” indi- 
viduals ate ; and an Ididtdual carries with it 2 Re- 
Intion to a Species; and though the aticient Fathers 
do indeed rifention frequently x 
"Nathre in the Godhead, rhey-did fot- confine the 
"Uriity of the Divine Natttte to_this, which is 4'teer 
Logicat and Noriozat Oriitty : The Divine Nathre' is 
"ro Species, for it is but One, ard therefore the U- 
tity of the Godhexd is the tnoſt real, efſential; in- 


drvifibte, inſeparable Unity.” 


'*>-Bur how incavrions forever the Expreſitor? is; the 


Preacher ſeems to” have had to HE micdnivig: in 5 
att therefore rhis night fave. been correved; but 


| Not {bf heavily cenfi'd, 'efpeciafly fince- Borvhiur his 
Definition of a Perforr night Hive. led! Bir! to! it, 


rutfonabilis nature individua ſubſtantia, the ?adfuidual 


"Subſtance of x rationat Nature : And-if this may be 
 alfow4x goott Definitian of a Divine Perfory; 'what 


ever befonps to che Definitivn' of a Perſon, may 
be nuttiber'd and' diffingaiſhed with the' Perſons. 


2: Thus mich for rhe firſt ' Charge, . that theſe 
Words" are falſe; the next is mitch Reaviet, That 
they' are” izxpjio47.” Now' there are but two . things 
wherein rhe impfery of - aty Dodrine carr corfilt; 
either 'm' teaching forme: Wickedne(s, or in'reproach- 
ingand blaſpheming the Deity. [Now what Wicked- 
nels does this, Db&Erme' of area?" (itbſtaritjal Friity, 


1 771niry- of Three infitfice' perfonalt Minds, teach 


us? unleſs to worſhip Father; Son; and' Holy 
witt the coſt' humble and devort Adorations,- be 
met | D 2 _* 1impt- 


& Unity -of 


JO 


impiety. This indeed it does teach us, and-this we - 
do.,\.and this Po other. Notion, of | a_ Trinity can 
teach ys, or juſtific us. in, doing-: For 1s any; other 
Trizity./but/a real ſubſtantial Trizity, the Objeft of 
.a religious Adoraticn? can we without impiety; di- 
ſtintly worſhip, as we doin our Litany, three diſtin& 
Perſons, who are not each of them diſtinRly in-their 
own Perſons, infinite ' Mind and ;Spirit 2; is « Mode, - 
Poſture,” « Somewhat, withont.any name or notion be- 
longing to.it, the Objed, of Religious Worſhip ? is it 
poſiible in the nature of the thing, for'any man,. who 
believes but one. ſingular, ſolitary, divine Nature, to 
worſhip three with.a diſtin worſhip, without any 
conception of a real, ſubſtantial, diſtindion' between 
them 2? Can any man honour the Son, as he-hanours the 
Father,as a diſtinct Objec,and with diſtin atts of wor- 
ſhip, who does not believe the Son to be as truly and - 
ſubſtantially a Divine Perſon, as the Father is, and as di- 
ſtin& a Perſon from the Father, as Adam and Abel were 
diſtin& Perſons, tho not ſeparate Perſons, as they were > 
Men may pleaſe themſelves with-ſubtil diſtinftions, bur 
they can never diſtinguiſh-themſclves nor others out 
of their ſenſe and feeling 3 and 1 appeal to all Man- 
kind, whether diſtin& Acts of worſhip do not require 
diſtin& Objeds, as really diſtin as their Worſhip. js 2 
whether they can diſtinly worſhip, three Names, or 
Modes, or Somewhats,: when there1s but one real ſub- 
ſtantial Subje& or Suppoſitum of them all ? if they can, 
their Devotion is as airy, ſubrilg and unintelligible, as 
their DiſtinQuons are. odio ood rnd, 
Does this Doctrine then of a, real ſubſtantial Trinity, 
of three infinite Perſonal Minds, reproach orblaſpheme 
the Deity 2 1 do not now diſpute- with the Antitrini- 
tarian Hereticks, who are profcfiedly ſo, who.charge 
the 
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of #he:Qxtord 'Debree, &c- 
the DoQtrine; itſelf with Blaſphemy,: but .with thoſe 
who:profeſs to, Heliage: a; Trinity, . but, charge-.the 
Do&rine, of a real,, fubſtaptial Iringy; with:umpie; 
x3 and , therefore. ſhall. confine .my, felf. only..-rq 
them. ESTI WR - 20) 10-.ar-15 
- Is it any Reproach then to. the Ever Bleſſed. Tri. 
nity. to affirm, that each, Perſon is by himſelf a. di- 
iin&. infinite Mind ? is an infinite Mind then a Term 
of Reproach and Blaſphemy 2? does not. an infinite 
Mind: fignifie all the PerfeQions, of . a Deity? and 
is this Blaſphemy ? I beſeech you againſt whom? a- 
gainſt Father, Son, or Holy Gheſt.? and. is not each 
of theſe Divine.Perſons a diſtin infinite Mind ? or 
is it Blaſphemy to ſay, what. they are 2 or when. each 
of theſe; Divine Perſons is a diſtin& infinite Mind, 1s 


it Blaſphemy to ſay , that three Divine Perſons: are 


three diſtin& infinite Minds ? that is, . will the Three 


Divine Perſons of the ever Bleſſed: Trinity,,, when 
. each of them.is, : and is owned to be a diſtin& jmfinite 


Mind,. think themſelves reproach'd to be cal}d Three? 
and if the Divine Perſons will not think themſelves 
blaſphem'd by this, there is-no. danger that the. Di- 


vine Nature {hould : For the Divine Nature js. whale 


ard entire jn_each Divine Perſon, - and there is. no 


_ danger, but three. diſtin& infinite Minds muſt, have 


the ſame One Divine Nature, for Infinite, Infigite, and 
Infinite , are bur one andthe ſame. Infinite Nature. 
Bur as [ take it, .the danger of Blaſphemy:is on the 


other ſide : for.if they. deny the Three Perſons of the 


Trinity to; be, three ;diſtin&_infinite Minds ,..which gf 
age ITmG Pegs, Fathers Son, or Holy Ghoſt, will 
they deny to be.an Infinue-Mind.?. for when we, know: 


" kim, we muſt-ſtrike him out; of the Trinity, as, not 
beivg, true and perfet.Go d Or, if they allow P 67 ſor 


_ to. 


_ of Modeſt: Examination 
> fignifie the ſame rhir \ when applied: to the Fa- 
ther,” to the Son, or to hi Holy Ghoft, then neither 
of the(E Perſons is a SivinCInfiite Mind; ar'each of 
them. is, and then there are three, 'as' there are three 
Perſons, or there is.never a Divine Infinite Mind a- 
mong them alt; the Conſequence of which is fo blaſ- 
phemons, that I know nor whether 1 may venture to- 
ſay ir, for fear the Animadverter fhonld ſerve re, as he 
Mas done once already, tomake theſe Confequences my 
own Do@rine : But yer-I will tell rhefe Gentlemen, 
what a bolder man, than T am, would ventnre to ſay 
upon. this occafion, that if a Divine Perſon, 'as a Per- 
fm, and as diſtin&t fronr the ather Perſons , be” 
fotan Infinite Mind, there is an cnd of che Chriſtign 
Trinity, tn which every Perſort is trne and” perfedt 
God, which no Perfon is, whois. not ant Infinite 
Mind; and therefore' if any one Perſon, ' confi- 
dered in his diſtin: perſona Capacny,. benor an; In- 
Siite Mind, he: does nor” belong to the'Chriftian Fri- 
hity'; 'and/ if all the Perfons are mt this refpet-alike, 
thae- not any one of thern, itr his diſtmc& Perſonal Ca- 
pacity, is a diftint fofinite Mind,;, ther there's no 
Trinjty at all'; and if they will: find a God, when 
they haverenounced a: Frintty, it puſthe one fingalar 
Divine Natnre, which they themſelves will not allow 
_ to be-#Perfon + And thus we have lofta Trinity, and 
toffa God, who-is a Perſon.” Fhis is plainſence, and 
F fear; neither Thomas, nor Scotww, can helpthemr our. 
- But Jet us fuppoſe. Cand' T amr ſure; they ought to 
be © chankful' for fich'a'Soppoſition, for their” Noti- 
on of a Perſo: will nor admit ir; uirtleſs they nnder- 
ſand one rhing by a Perſon "Wheji apply” to the | 
Father, -and/ anqther when apply'd'to-che Son, and. 
Holy Spirits bunt I ſay; let” ns ſappoſe)” that che Di- 


vine 
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vine Nature -is 'oxiginally in, the-Perfon of, the Fa» 
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ther, or. that the - Father is. the es «yſomr(Þ.,, the 
uabegorten, felt-ociginated God; as. he certainly; is; 
and therefore a Divite ſabſtantial Perſon, | who is 61+ 
ſentially God : Now the 'very. Name of Father is a 
relative Term,” and ſignifies that he has a; Son, be- 
potten 'of himſelf ; and let any Man gonſider: which 
outhds moſt like Blaſphemy, both againſt the; Father 


and the $0n,-to ay, : thar tbe [Father /begets. a. Sit, 


who is his own perfe& Likeneſs and Image, the cx- 
prels Charafter of his own Subſtance (7 vmngrorws.) 
of the ſame Subſtance with him(elt , 'bat dittm& in 
Sabſtance,: as Father and $on are,, true and 'perfect 
God, as, bis, Father. is, without any: pther the leaſt 
difference, but that one is the :Father,. and the other 
the Son or to ſay, that the Father begets no Sub- 
ſtance at all, but only a. Mode, or a ' Relation with- 
our; a Relative, in bs own Subſtance : ; That the Fa- 
ther begets Filiation, inot a Son., but Sonſhip.z is nor 
this to ,fidicule the Divine Generawon, ,and to/make 
Sport for Atheiſts and Hereticks : 16 God: begets:no 
Subſtance,” be begets notbing_ real, nothing fubſtan- 
tially  diftin& from; himſelf ; agd- therefore no ſub-. 


' ſtantial» Perſortz and: the neigher; God js a true and 


real: Father, nor the:Sew 4. ' real: Saf: Whith, over- 
thrawsi the whale. Myſtery: of oat. Redemprien, by: 
the Inearpation,. Death; and:Sufferings of 4he Son of 


God». iFor God! was';tiot incarnate, if -the Divine 4 


Nature was! got iftcarnte t: And:if;chere be But one 
Gagulay- divided; Nate! and S3bſlance. in the. Deicy, 


I: Natyre;>the: Jnearpation! 
golan:Newre: is:jpgoffitile tons th 


, though: thty-conid-fing a. Thiioy)oh Perſons in- this 


arnatiom 


2if'? - | as. 


mination 


ay bac pl 3 about: theſe Matters, 'bur*it is a ma- 
nifeſt+© tradition to! ay, '"That the 'DiviheNature 
is ilcarnate in' the Son;/and is notincarnate* in” the 
Father"and thei Holy Ghboſt;' whert there is-but- one 
fingular Divine Nature and Subſtance : 1n-them all; 
which'is. to ſay, *that the ſame one fi ngalar Nature 
is incarnate and' is not incarnate and 7s, and #s rot, 
is a ContradiQion, * -08thexE never can be: a:Contra- 
didion.” And now /I leave'it/ to'all pure Judges 
on: * which fide the Impiety Aide; - 727. 


3: The third- Charge is Hereſfe : But- if it be nei- 
ther falſe, nor umpious,” I hope - there is no-Herefie 
in-it neither: However, they would'have done-well 
to' have 'given- this: Herefie . a Name, that ye b=.2 
have 'known «where to find-it, who were the firſt 
Authors-of-it,' in what Age of the Church it: began, 
and by 'what* General Councils 'it was condemn'd : 
Fo# 1-icant find rio/ Herefie in"theſe cenſur'd Words, 
bue'the -Hereſſe-iof a -reat iſubſtancial Trinity, the 
Herefigof three ſubſtantial: Perſons, or- of three Per- 
fonal' Minds'and' Subſtancesz and1 do not find any 
mention of this-ferefie in the ancient Records of the 
Church, -unleſs thoſe who-called themſelves Catholicks 
weretheſs Hereticks;for this was always thairrDodtrine; .... 


as ſome of var Modern Orthodox Zealots; and Herefie- © © 


makers confeſs /and'knownot howto excuſe them-from. 
Hereſie upon'this aveount, Well! if rhis be the Caſe; 
we muſt be contented'to'be Hereticks with all the an: 
cient Fathers; 'andithe'four firſtGenerabConncils':: bue 
theſe /Gentlenien ſhould 05s emer. that rhe 
Charch' of: land vet s-them'to':ex rip2 
ture 5/26 the :ancient” jok ©Dofors- expound 1t; 

and reteives'the 'four firſt Geyeral Councils, whete 
this 
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this Hereſie is in great Perfe&ion3 and it had not 


been amiſs, if ſome body had minded them, that the 
Laws of *Exgland, as T-obſervd before, forbid. the 
declaring any Dotqrine to be Herefie, which -is nat 
eondemn'd! for Herefie- 'in | the ' four ' firſt General 
Councils.” | | | 
Bar let Fathers and Councils, Canons, or Acts of 
Parliament ſay what they pleaſe, they. have a great- 
er- and more: venerable Authority: than all of: them ; 
The Animadverter has told them it is Herelje, and 
has'tofd them what Hereſie it is, no- leſs than the 
Herefie of Tritheiſm. 
_ _ Now I confeſs, I am much to feek what this 
 Hereſie of Tritheiſer is. Tt is not Pagariſzr, for the 
Heathens did not ſtint: themſelves im the' Number 
of their Gods 3''they were -Palytheifis,. not Tritheifts, 
even the' Platoniſts themfelves, though they own'd 
a Trinity, a » O&oy, or one Divinity, which exten- 
ded it ſelf to Three, which was eflentially diſtin- 
 guiſh'd from all- created Nature, ' and from all their 
Creature Gods z/ - but they-- worſhipped many Gads 
befides, as the reſt of the Pagax World did. Trithe- 
7/m was never chargd upon any Men but the Wor- 
ſ{hippers of the Holy and ever Blefled Trinity, and 
it 'Was- charg'd wpon them from the beginning by 
Pagans and Hereticks. The (fear of this made Nye- 
tar-and Sabellivn' deny three real ſubſtantial Perſons 
in the Trinity, - arid made Aris deny the true eter- 
nal 'Divinity. of -the Son, and Holy Spirit: But the 
Catholick Fathers deſpisd this Charge, and owned 
three diftin& real ſabſtancial Perſons, each of 1them 
by -him{elf ro- be true and} perfect God:,: but' not 
Three Gods, but One God : For' thus the Scripture 


had taught them to believe and ſpeak, that there is 


but 


&Þ) 
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but One God, and there are. Three, Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, 'who have' all the | Perfeftions of 
the Deity diſtin&ly in themſelves. ' $0 that this Tri- 
theifm is a Chultſtian Hereſie 3f tt be one,, and was 
never charged upon -Chri{tians by Ghriftians for ſe- 
veral Ages, but only by Hereticks. The moſt-Or- 
thodox Chriſtians were always moſt charg'd withit ; 
and ſome to. avoid this Charge , turn'd Hereticks, 
and were 'condemn'd for ſuch/- by - the Catholick. 
Church. af [5 079 $0 Y; FA it 

| It 3s true, .in the declining: Monkiſh -Ages 'of the 
. Church, we ſometimes hear of theſe Tritheiſts 5 but 
it is a very dark part of Story; and I never cou'd 
find a fatisfattory. Account what: their Opinions were, 
or why they were_calld fa: It is not improbable 
but that they: might fall into the Hands of -ſome ma- ' 
licions Animadverter , who by Zeal and Faction. 
- might procure a new Name and Hereſie to be de- 
creed them 3 for there is no new thing under the. 
San.  - But this has made me apt to ſaſpet, that thoſe 
who have been charg'd with' Tritheiſm, - for profeſ- 
fing- the Faith' and Worſhip. of the'ever; bleſſed Tri- 
nity, have been-the moſt. Orthodox Believers 3 and 
that thoſe who have ſo minc'd.the Matter as-to e- 
ſcape the Charge of Tritheiſm from: Hereticks, have 
been Hereticks themſelves: A real ſybſtantial” Trini- 
ty, in- which: each Perfon is by himſelf perfe& God, 


has always ' been charged by Hereticks: with - Tri- 


theiſm, for . Three, each -of whom is true and-per-- 
fe&: God, they ſay.are Three Godss: and yet this is: 
the. trae Chriſttan Trinity-:' Bat, though Men may 
langh'at a Trinity of Modes, yu ſhall never [hear . 
them. charge it. with Tritherſmz: and what Hereticks, 
who: own but one perſonal God, cannot: charge with, 
| FEET | Tritheiſm. 
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Tritheiſm, is no- Chriſtian Trinity; that 1s, has not 
Three Perſons, each of which is true and perfe& 
God : So far are thoſe Gentlemen miſtaken , ' who 
think it apiece of Art and Prudence to avoid- all 
Expreſlions which Hereticks charge with Fritheilſth ; 
for then they muſt renounce all Words, which con- 
tain and cxpreſs the true Catholick Faith. | 

*Ar leaſt I think, this ſhould warn all Men, who 
are not diſpuis'd Atheiſts and Infidels under the pro- 
feſſion of Chriſtianity, to have a care of ridiculing 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, ' to be reveng'd of 
theſe Tritheiſt Hereticks, as the Animadverter pro- 
fanely does, who ſo often ſcoffs at me for my Three 
Gods, who never own'd any other God than Fa; 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt , and 'pities the Socinians 
as an unequal Match for me, becayſe they have but 
One. God, and I have Three; nay compares Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt to Pager Gods, when he tells 


the World, that I curſe him by " Gods ; which is a ma- 


nifeſt and impious Alluſion to Goliath's: curſing David 
by his Gods. Can he think that the Diſpute about Three 
Modes, or Three Minds in the Unity - of the God- 
head can juſtifie ſuch Blaſphemies as theſe, againſt 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 2 or is this to be ſuf- 
fered im a Chriſtian. Charch? 'Whether I -curſe him 
or not, (and I thank- God, I curſe no Man , but 
pray for my worſt Enemies) he may juſtly fear that 
ſach Blaſphemies will bring the Curſe of the ever 


" Bleſſed Trinity on- him; and that will be no 
Jeaſt. | ; 


No Man, who believes but One Divine Nature, 


which is originally in the Father, and is ſubſtanti- 
ally communicated by the Father to the Son, as a 
diſtin& ſubfiſting Perſon, by an eternal and ineffable 


'E 2 _—_ Genes 
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Generation 5- and to the Holy Ghoſt by--an : eter- 
nal and ſubſtantial Proceſſion from Father and Son, 
can be a Tritheiſt, whatever inconvenient Exprefh- 
ons he may uſe, unleſs the Dodtrine'of the Trinity 
it (elf be Tritheiſm, | 

But let us conſider the reaſon of this Charge a 
little more particularly. They ask us, Whether 
an eternal and infinite Mind be not true and-per- 
fe} God? Yes, moſt certainly; and for this rea- 
ſon we muſt aſſert, that the Son is an. eternal in- 
finite Mind, © becauſe he is true and perfe& God. 
Bur if one -infinite Mind is true and perfe& God, 
are not Three infinite Minds Three Gods ?. This is 
eafily anſwer'd, asfar as-we are concern'd to anſwer 
theſe Men, only by changing Mizds for. Perſons. Is 
not an eterna], /jnfinite Perſon true and perfe&t God ? 
and if every eternal Perſon, as a-diſtinft Perſan, be 
true -and perfe& God, are not Three ſuch diſtin& 
Perſons 'Three Gods ? The Objection is the ſame ; 
and let them but anſwer. tor therlclves,: :and they 
anſwer for us. 203 63 viel: <. 

But if each diſtin& Perſon, and each diſtint Mind ._ . 
is trae and perfe& God, why may not the Tera 
God be number'd- and. diftinguiſh'd as Perſons and 
Minds are > Why may we not ſay that there are 
Three Gods as well as that: there are Three Per- 
ſons, or Three Minds? This is the true Difficulty, 
which as much affefts the Dofrine of the Trinity 
it ſelf, as any Terms or Expreſſions about it, whe- 
ther Three Perſons or Three Minds :. Nay though we 
give no Name. to theſe Three, the Difficulty js the' 
ſame; for if we own Three, each of whom is true- 
and: perfeft God, why are not theſe Three three 


Gods, when each of them is diſtinatly and by him- 
: ſelf 
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ſelf, true and perfect God 2 Now not to : difpute 
ths Matter. with the Sociniens, which is not my 
preſent Buſineſs, there is a_very plain Account to be: 
given of this to thoſe who acknowledge a Trinity, 
why we may ſay that there.are Three infinite Minds 
and Spirits, each of which is true and perfe& God, 
and yet muſt not, and ought not to fay, that. there 
are Three Gods, . 
_ The Reaſon, why we may ſay, that there are Three- 
diſtin& infinite Minds, is, becauſe there are Three, 
each of whom is a diſlinct infinite Mind, and Three, 
each of whom is a diſtinct Mind, are Three diſtin& 
Minds; but the Reaſon, why we muſt not ſay, there 
are Three Gods, is not, becauſe there are not Three, 
each of whom is diſtinaly, and by himſelf, true and 
| perfe&t God, as every infinite Mind is, for that is 
Sabellianiſm 3 but becauſe there is but one and the + 
ſame Divinity, or Godhead, the wiz Irorys in them 
. all5 and therefore though there are three diſtin& 
Perſons, or Minds, each of whom 1s diſtindtly, and 
by himſelf ( ygraSvws_) God, yet there are not Three 
Gods, but One God, or One Divinity : And if they 
will not allow, that the ſame One Divinity or Gad- 
head, may be entirely, and indivihible and infepara- 
bly in Three diſtin Perſons or Minds, there 1s an 
End of a Trinity in Unity, of Three Perſons and 
One God. For if the whole Divine Nature cannot 
ſubſiſt intirely, indiviſibly, and inſeparably, and yet 
diſtinfly in Three, either there cannot be Three, 
each of whom is diſtintly and by himſelf God, or 
there-cannot be one God 3 whereas the ſcripture No- + 
tion of the Upity of God, is not ſuch an Unity as 
is only in one Perſon, for then it could not enjoyn 
the Faith and Worſhip of Father , Son, and Holy 
| Ghoſt ; 


"= 
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Ghoſt';' but ſuch an Unity as can be hetween Three, 
when the ſame One Divine Nature, is wholly and 
intirely communicated by the eternal Father, to the 
eternal Son, and by Father and Son to the eternal 
Spirit; without any Diviſion or Separation ; and that 
which is communicated whole and intire, - without 
Diviſion or Separation, makes no Number, for it is 
bat One ſtill, . A Mind, and Mind, and Mind, muſt 
be three Minds, or Perſons, by reaſon of their di- 
ſtin&t ſubſiſtence, which belong to them as three ; 
but God, and God, and God, as ſome of the antient 
Fathers ſpeak, are not Three Gods, but One God, 
becauſe the ſame One Divinity (totus ex tofo, Cox 
# 0s, as both the Latin and Greek Fathers ſpeak, 
concerning the Generation of the Son) is whole, in- 
tire, indivilible, inſeparable, in all Three 3 and Three 
diſtinct, whole, ' inſeparable , ſames, how hard ſoever 
it may be to conceive, as to the Manner of it, is the 
moſt natural and intelligible Notion of three and 
one 3 and this is the Catholick Notion of a Trini- 
ty in Unity. 'I forbear proſecuting this any farther 
here, becauſe I ſhall do it at large elſewhere. 


4. The next Charge is, that it is Diſagreeing and 
Contrary to the Dotrine of the Catholick Church. | am 
truly ſorry for this, becauſe it muſt unavoidably re- 
fle& on their Skill in Antiquity, and the Doctrine 
of the Catholick Church 3 but if the Animadver- 
ter. has impoſed upon them in this too, they muſt 
thank themſelves, and take what follows : I (hall 
'not multiply Teſtimonies in this Cauſe at prefent, 
becauſe I have: a Treatiſe by me, which js near fi- 
miſhed, upon this very Subjeqt, to give an: Account 
of the Judgment of Catholick Fathers, and Councils 

con- 


() bog” 


— 
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. Concerning a real and ſubſtantial Trinity, and what 
_ their Notion pf Thritheiſm is. The Matter appear- 


ed, to me ſo plain, and demonſtrable, that I began - 


. tobe weary of it, as an tnneceſlary Work ; but 
. this Decree has convinc'd me of the contrary, and . 


F now thank God, that I am ſo well prepared to 


_ juſtifie- the true antient Catholick Faith, againſt the 


Pretences of thoſe, who judge of the Doctrine of 


the  Catholick Church by Inſpiration or Prophelie, 
without knowing what the Catholick Fathers have 


ſaid -abour. jt. 

. As Confident as: theſe Heads are, of the Dodrine 
of the Catholick Church 3 thoſe, even of their Mind, 
.who have looked into the Fathers, are not willing 
to ſtand to their Judgment in this Cauſe :. Some of 
the Arnte-Nicene Fathers, they give up to the Arzars, 
and they know not what to think- of the . Nzceze 
Fathers themſelves; they ſpoke incautiouſly, and bor- 


;: dered very near upon Tritheiſin 3 nay, ſome of them, 


they. think, were down right. Tritheiſts 5, and' they 


.. Are in the right, for they. were all ſo to-a man, in this 


modern notion of Tritheiſm,. that-I was glad to find, 


-: they would own the Dodtrine of the Catholick Church, 
and/put the Cauſe = pax that iſſue. 


The prefent Diſpute is about Three diſtin® in< 
finite Minds, and Subſtances in' the Trinity, whether 
this be the Catholick Dodcrine , or Catholick Lan- 
guage; now, I ſuppoſe, if it appear, that they own- 
ed Three di{tin& Subftances,, both. Name and Thing, 
there will be no -Difpate about three Minds, for 
the Subſtance of 'the Deity can be no other, than 
inftnite Mind .. ON. 


un 
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Now this is a /Wonderfyll Diſpute , when the 
School-Men themſelves own the Thice Divine Per- 
ſons'to be Three Subſtances, though they ſay,” they 
are (not meer Relations without 'a StubjeqH”) bar 
relative Subſtances, and we = ſo too + That their 
Subſtances, as their Perſons, fabfiſt in an inſepara- 
ble Union, and Relation, to each other : But relative 
Subſtances, Subſtances, which are 'not abſolute and 
independent , but effentialty 'related to each-other, 
as Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are Subſtarices ſtil}, 
and three daſtin& Subſtances, as they are diſtin& 
Perſons. NY oh 

Bat this is not our preſent Inquiry, what the-DNo- 
Erine of the Schools 1s, but what was the Dofrine 
of the Primitive Fathers. DOT. - 
_ Now it is evident beyond all poſſibility of- De: 
nial, that the Catholick Fathers, 'one_ and all, did 
aſſert Three ſabſtantial .Perſons in the Trinity, a- 

ainſt the Hereſje of Sabellins, who owned but one 

bſtantial Perſon, with Three Names, 'according to 
- his different Appearances: now hefides,” thar'i is im- 
poſſible to make ſenſe of Three ſubſtantial Perſons, 
without three perſonal Subſtances, for Tei cm 
a7y mult fignifie Three Subftances's hag not theſe 
Fathers underſtood it in the' Senſe and Notion of three 
Subſtances , they had not oppoſed” Sabellzus, whoſe 
fundamental Princple was the one fingular, ſolttary, 
Subſtance of the Denty. © RE 

They aſſerted indeed one Subſtance of the Deity 
againſt Arizs, but it was. only in- that 'ſenſe, in 
which Arins denied the One Subſtance : ' He owned 
the Son to be a ſubſtantial Perſon',, 'who' had. 
a diſtint Subſtance of his own, and this the 


Nicene Fathers never quarelled, with him for 3 
| bur 
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but he' denied, that --the Subſtance of -the' Son 


was # vans, of the Subſtance of the Father 
but perfe&ly of a different Kind and Nature, as 
not: begotten of his Father's Subſtance, but made by 
his Power. In Oppoſition to this Hereſfie, the Fa- 


thers taught, not one - fingular Subſtance in God, 
- Which is Sabellianifim, but'ſuch an Oneneſs of Syb- 


ſtance, as we know not how to expreſs otherwile, 
than by a ſpecifick Sameneſs and Unity, tho' that 
does not. anſwer the compleat Notion of the Divine 
Unity 3 but this is one Way the Fathers common- 
ly expreſs it, by a$s and genus, and ſuch like Words, 
as among us fignifie the ſpecifick Unity of—Nature 
and therefore they tell -.us, that by the Homoonſcor 
they only. meant, that the Son was ſq 'of the ſame 
one Subſtance with .the Father, - that he is God of 
God, Light of Light, very God of very God 5, that is, 
true and perfe& God, as his Father 1s-true and per- 
fe& God, conſidered in his own Perſon, as diſtin& 
from his Father 3 that he is not : #&« G%awy created 


out of nothing, as all Creatures are, but is truly 
begotten-of the. Stibſtance of his Father, and in that - 


Senſe -Conſabſtantial; or of one Subſtance with him, 
as all other Sons are Conſubſtantial with their Fa- 
thers. Now had not this been a very wiſe:Diſpute 
on both ſides, if the: Catbolicks, as well as the Arians, 
had not allowed, that the- Son -had a ;Sabſtance of 
his own, proper and appropriate to his own Perſon, 
and as diſtin&t from the Perſonal Subſtance of the 
Father, as the Perſon of: the Son 1s diſtin from the 
Perſon: of the Father,” to contend- whence he had 


-  his:Sybſtance 3. of - the Subſtance of the Father, or 
created .out of >Nothing, when be has no Subſtance 
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; A Modeſt Examination 
at all of his own, proper and peculiar to him as a 
Son ? | G 
\ © One would think theſe two Extremes of Sabe//i- 
aniſm and Arianiſm, both which were rejected with 
equal Abhorrence by the Catholick Fathers, might 
fatisfie any Man what their Judgment was about a 
Trinity in Unity. For if theſe. Fathers underſtood 
both theſe Herefies, and rejected them both, aſſerted 
three ſubſtantial . Perſons, in oppofition to Sabel/ins, 
and one Subſtance, in oppoſition to Arizs , the Ca- 
tholick Faith muſt lie between theſe two extremes ; 
and yet it is demonſtrable that there is but one Me- 
dium between them. If it be Hzreſy to ſay, that there 
is but One Perſonal Subſtance in the Deity, as Sabel- 
—lizs aſſerted, then three diſtinct - ſubſtantial Perſons 
muſt have three diſtin perſonal Subſtances:-For this 
is the dire contradiction to the Sabe/ian Herefie of 
one Subſtance 3; If the Arzans deny 'd one: Subſtance, 
not in the Sabe/iar Notion of One Subſtance, but 
_ as one Subſtance ſignifies perfetly the. ſame Divine 
Nature in Father and Son, then Ore Subſtance, as it 
is aſſerted by the Nzceze Fathers, in oppoſition to 
the Arians, muſt ſignifie not one perſonal. Subſtance, 
but One Divine Nature, which is perfeQly -alike, 
-and the ſame in Father and Son. 1 challenge any 
Man living (always excepting the Wonder-working 
 Animadverter): to ſhew me any Medium between the - 
One Subſtance, or the One Perſon, of Sabe#:2x, 
and the Three Snbſtances :of different Natures and 
Species of tle Arians,: bur: only the true Catholick 
Faith,. of Three. ſubſtantia! Perſons, or Three'per- 
ſonal Subſtances,” ef one” and the ſame Nature,” both 
for kind, and by Generation: and' Proceſlion. 


The 
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The reaſon of the thing is plain and: evident, 


which is the moſt I intend at preſent; for I ſhall 


reſerve Authorities, as I intimated before, for a par- 
ticular Treatiſe, which, if God permit, ſhall ſoon 
follow this 3 and therefore St. Hilary, andithe Alex- 
andrian Synod, under the great Athanaſtus, after the 


 Catholick Biſhops were recall'd from Baniſhment, and 


reſtor'd to their Sees by Julian the Apoſtate, ſhall 
ferve now. . | 
The Diſpute is concerning Ore Subſtance, and 
Three Subſtances ,' in the Deity; and it may be re- 
ſolv?d into theſe-three Queſtions. 1. Whether the 
Son, as begotten -of his Father, have a Subſtance and 
Nature proper to his own Perſon, which 1s not the 
Perfonal Nature and Subſtance of the Father. 2. Whe- 
ther Three ſuch Perſons, who have, each of them, 
a perſonal Nature and Subſtance of his own, may 
be calPd* Three Subſtances.. 3. In what ſence then 
they-are 'one Subſtance? Whoever reads St, Hilary 
de Syn. adv. Aridnos, will find all theſe Queſtions 
fully and expreſly refolv'd, I ſhall give but ſome 
few Inſtances of each. Mn os F, 
As for the firſt, he tells ns, that Life i» the Fa- * Wodvi- 


| ther is Subſtance; and Life in the Son which is begot- [77 Par'® 


6 hic intel- 
ten of the Father, is Eflence or Subſtance; and that ligitur ſub- 
Life begotten of Life, is Efſence born of. Eſſence z fiantiz fig- 

js . . - I 
and owns this as a univerſal Maxjm', - which holds vic quoq; 


_ "true in all Births : That that which is born receives in Uvige- 


a Nature of its owm-from the Natare, which begets, © pute 


and ſubſiſts in its own Nature 3 that the begotten generata_ 
X . eſt dfſentia 


- in lleta—— quod enim in utrog; vita eſt, id in utroq; fignificarur cfſentia & v2 


az generatur ex vita, id cft, efſentia quz de efſencia naſcicur 
efſentix, id eft,vire quz haberur & dara eſt. —— . 
'F Quia omnis nativicas quzcungq; eft, in naturam ſaam ex naturi gignente confiſtit. 

[| Ex natura-enim generante vacuram ſumpſir genira natura. 


t = Nature 


natz && gignentis 
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Nature receives its Nature from the Nature, -which 

begets: And giving an Account why- Wiſdom ſays 
* ſed quia * that ſhe was both created and begotten,: The firſt 
_ © be tells us, is to exclude all corporeal-Paſkions from 

the Divine Generation 3 that the Nature of the Fa. 


perfeRas, 
Deus narus 
cf}, idcir- 


CO Alt Cre- 2 5 ET 
. atam ſe eſſe ſapientia; omnes in generatione ſua corporales paſſhones excludens ; at 
vero ur oftenderer, non ctearionis im fe, -ſed narivitacis naturam eſſe, ſubjecit & geni- 
ram, ut chm crearam ſe & geniram confirerur , abſoluram nativiraris ſuz in I 
tiam przſtaret, dum indemutabilem parris naturam in creatione not & lepici- 
mam & proptiam ex: Deo patre getyrz ſuz natarz oftendic efle ſubſtantiam. | 


- Once: more; In one of theſe Oriental Creeds, 
Er fiquis ThE; anathematize thoſe who make the * Eternal 
-inremps- Subſtance of the only begotten Son of the Father to 
ram uni” be/ the: unbegotten. Subſtarice of God,. thereby ma- 
Sacre king the-Son to be the Father. : 


ſubſtant1- . F- 
am, ad innaſcibilem Dei eſlentiam referar, quaſi filium parrem dicens, anathema ſic, 


This St. Hilary explains and approves, and acquaints 
+ Dedide VS with the + -Occafion of this Decree, viz. The 
ſuperior Catholicks aſſerting the eternal Generation of the Son, 
dcfinicio. that he was begotten before all Time, and in no 
occaſio- ppp & Pages a ts 
nem hereticis -videbatur , cw rempus nativicatis filii negaretur, quia nefas efſer 
fi pater efſer in rempore in. teimpore autem effer ,. fi filius rempori fubdere- 
tur : ut per hano- opporcunitarem temporis abnegati, ſub filii nugcupatione . pater, 
qui iovaſcibilis efſer, ſingularis arqz umcus, ipſe fibi & pater & fiſjus predicarerur, 
quia ubi naſcendi rempus. excludirur,illic opinio viderur._ innaſcibilicays admicri, ur nacus 
non purerur, cujus nativitas non fit in rempore.. Idcitco ne per hatic qccalionem rempg- 
ris abnegari hzrefis unions irreperer, & htc impieras daminatur, oy andear inrem-. 
poralem nativicazem 4d unicam &- ſingularem ianaſcibilis efſenti# reterre ſubſtantia. 
\ chm _aliud fit inremporalem efſ-, aliud fit eſſe non parum ; quorum unum. habear 
—- (lices exrrs rempus) nativitarem, atiud ipſum fibi, ad id quod <ft, ſolus arq;.jdem 
-Auror #certigy fits CITE 


Time z 


SE. 


_ gtoriaem, ur'frar quider per, ſubſtanciam cria 


Tims; ſome. Hereticks,-took adyatitage: of this,” to 
deny that there is any begotten. Subſtance 'of- the Son, 


A » 4- SF a 


to. be born. 10 no! time ſeeins:to fignific, not to be 


born. at -all : this; he calls iThe Hereſre of Union, 
or Sabellianzſm , which this Decree.condemns, whereas, 
3s he adds;.to be eternal, without any temporab begin- 
ning, and to) be unbegotten,, are two very different 
things 3 that which is eternal niay be begotten,tho? not 
in time; but that-which 1sunbegotten, 18. the ſole eter- 
nal Author of 'its own being, and all that he is. - 

_ This I think is, home tothe purpoſe,to deny that-the 


Son hasa begotten Subſtance, -proper and peculiar:to- 


himſelf asa Son; or to ſay, that the Son has no other 
Subſtance but the nnbegotten Subſtance of the Father, 
is Sabeflianiſm';' and which ought farther to be obſer- 
ved, to ſay, that the Father and Son have not a diſtin& 
Subſtance of their own, but that the unbegotten Sub- 


' ſtance of the Father --is the Subſtance of -the Son, 


makes Father and Sen but one Perſon : which ſhews 
that theſe Fathers and: St. Hilary - never dreamt of 
three Perſons in one fingylar Subſtance. Now if the 


_ three Perſons in the Trinity are really diſtin& in ſab- 


ance, and it is Hereſy to ſay , that the unbegotten 

Sabſtance of the Father is the Subſtance of the Son, 

any. man would wonder, what Hzrefie it ſhould be 

to ſay, that there are three diſtin& perſonal Subſtan- 
if the Trinity. _ Ween, | 

- Bat to put.this Matter out of donbt, St. Hilary in 

the-next place exprelly. vindicates the Synod of * Aa- 


of the. Qxtord. Decree, &c. 
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| | nominibus 
(parrie, & filii, & fpirieus fanRi): non-fimplicier, neq;' otioſis propofiris, fed fignifi- 


cantibus diligenter propriam -uniuſcujuſqz nomiaatorum ſubſtantiam & crdinem 8& 
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A Modeft Examination 
tioch for attributing-a proper Subſtance to: each Di- 
vine . Perſon, / and; affirming, that they are Three 
in 'Subſtance , ' which he: renders by Three, Subſtar- 
ces, whereby. he ſays, 'they- did not mean Three di- 
verſe Subſtances of different Kinds and. Natures, - but 
Three Subſtances, in oppofition to the Sabe/ian He- 

velensigi- Tefie 3 which, reviv'd'again- after the Nicere Council, 
rur con- and. gave theſe: three Names to the Father, and by 
gregara | 4 Trinity \ of meer >Names , without a ſubſiſting 
ſy2xdus Cauſe or Subje& for each Name,  deſtroyed+the'truth 
impicre- and reality of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; and 
perimere, therefore they ſaid, there were Three. Subſtances, 
quz veri- thereby meaning. three ſubfiſting Perſons 3 not divi- 
en i: ding and ſeparating the Subſtance of the Father, the 
li, & Sp Soh,/:afd' the 'Holy Ghoſt,.-by a diverſity and-diffi- 
ric Sa: jlitade-of 'Eflences. 6 4 

nur numers eluderer, ut non ſubſiſtente cauſa uniuſcujuſq; nowinis, triplex nuncupa” 
£10 obcinerer ſub falficare nominum anionem—— Idcirco rres ſubſtancias efle dixerunr 


ſubſiſtentivrh perſonas per'ſubſtantias .edocentes, / non ſubſtamtiam Parris, 8& Filii, & 
Spirirus ſanRi diverſicace difſimilis cflenriz feparantes. | 


So that St; Hilary thought, that Three Subſtances, 
when they are*not uſed in an Ariar ſenſe, to fig- 
nifie a diverſity of Nature, but only to fignifie 
Three ſubſtantial ſabſiſting Perſons, in oppoſition to 
Sabellizs, are very Catholick Words, and contain a 
true Catholick ſenſe © in this ſenſe, and for the ve- 

Ty ſame reaſon we uſe theſe Expreflions of Three 
diſtin&-infinite Minds, and Three Subſtances : And 
I hope theſe Heads will not take 'it amiſs, if One 
St. Hilary have more Authority with me than all 
they together. | De) | 

3. As for One _ which was taught by the 

Neeene Council, and inſerted into their Creed, St; 
Hilary 'very plainly and frequefttly- tells us, in what 
ſenſe we are to underſtand it :-fhat there is ns” Sub- 

, ws UNE J : ance 
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ſtance of the ſame Kind and Nature, iz gevere 14- 
ture, & ſecundum proprietatem nature ; not one Sub- 
ſtance, 'as that ſignifies one ſubſiſting Perſon ; but 


. as it ſignifies perfeftly the ſame Nature, in every 


thing alike, without the leaſt difference or varia- 

tion, that the * Homoonſfiox ſignifies one Nature per- « jqirc. 
ftealy alike, and the ſame by Natural Propagation; autem u- 
becauſe the Eflence of the Son is from no other ub 
Cauſe, but the Eſſerice of -the Father 3 and there- non ur. 

fore Father and Son may both be ſaid to be of one _ iow 


Nature or Snbſtance. —_— 


"ut ex ſubſtantia Dei narus, non aliunde ſubſiſtar, neve-ia aliqui difſidentis ſubſtantiz 


diverſicace. ſubſiſtar. - 7 | | 
Aur aliud hic teſtatur homouſion, quam ur una & indiflimiltis duum fir ſecundum 
RT ONS effentia, quia efſentia filii non fit aliunde 3 quz quia aliunde non 
eft, unjus recte efle ambo credunrur efſemiz, quia ſubſtantiam nativiratis filius non ha- 
bear, nifide parernz autoricate nature. \Credamus 8 dicamus cfſe unam ſubſtantiam, 


fed per nacurz proprietatem,”non ad fignificationem impiz utionis ; una ſic cx ſimilicu- 


- 


dine, non ex ſolirudine. 


And for the ſake of the Charge of Tritheiſm, which 
the Animadverter makes ſuch a Noiſe with, it will be 
neceſlary to obferve; that St. Hilary gives the ſame ac- : --- 


. count of the Unity of the Godhead; as he does of the 


Unity of the Divine Subſtance aud mdeed they muſt 
be one in the ſame ſenſe, for one divine Subſtance 1s 
one God. | z! | $4 
* The Sardican Synod: anathematiz'd thoſe who + ghrhe. 


faid there were Three Gods: And” St. Hilary gives _— 


this account of it, that ſpeaking properly, the Di- JE, 
vine - Subſtance or Nature will not admit of the Deo: &: 


| x ; {Ic cunr, quia 
plural Namber, to fay, that there are more Gods _ 


- naturz veritarem, numerum nuncupationum ſubſtantia iſta non recipir, niſi ut in ho- 


-minibus & Angelis ſoler—— czrerdm. in narure Dei Deus unus. eft, ita ramen ur & 
-filius Deus.fir, - quia in co natura [non differens fir; & cdm Deus ex Deo fir, non 
pu non arerq; Deus efſe, quorum per generis differentiam non diſcernarur eſſemia. 

rus' aurem nominis in nuncupatiohe reſpuirur, quia non eſt in nacurz qualicare 
diverficas,\ cdm igirur Anathema fir dugs deos dicens, & anathema fit fillum Deum de- 


*_s# . 


F 
rents efle ſubſtanciz. | than 


39 
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than One;\exceptinngg wherigthe Tatle -of -Gad- js gj- | 
ven to Men: or Angels, by way: of Honour,+not-of 
Nature: -But in the. Nature of -God;; there -is but 
One'Ged ; yet ſo that:the Son is God, becauſe he 
has'theiſame Nature, without any anlikeneſy or: dif- 

: Ference,'with his Father ;/ and when” there: is' Gad ;of 
God: it cannot be/but;; that. each of them muſt be 
' God, + becauſe their Nature: is -not-diſtinguiſh'd by 
_ a different Kind or. Species/3 and When: he-is anathe- 
 matiz'd;- who ſays there /are two Gods, and; heal 
is anathematiz'd who denies the ;:Son':to be God, jt 
is- manifeſt that the ſame :Name of -God,..and One 
God, is apply'd to both of them, upon account of 
the ſame Nature, without the leaſt difference or /di- 
* Tamen verſity. * And adds, that leaſt-the Dodttrine of One 


ne rurſum Fs | D- | 
es De; God-ſhould ſeem to teach that there 1s but one fin- 
ethlioes, gular Subfiſtance 'of one ſolitary .God. without. his 


predica-; 
io, uni Son-3 The ſame Synod condemns.thoſe alſo, who un- 
ve proge- der-pretence-of owning but One God, profeſs. only 
nic ſud{o- One fingular-and folitary God the Father, -under 
velic af. the Name of Father and Son ; whereas .the Father 
mare ſub- who. be 

antiam,. ; 
ſtatim erj- 
y=_ han.” Natur 
Lis nh OT | 
ritatem, quz qyia- Deus unus eſt, 


- filium Deum negare, Cubſts 
duobus excludicur, non enim 
remporalis eft narus, <ffenria. -_ 
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of the Oxford Decree, &c. 


-.- Were it not to ſhorten this Diſcourſe, I could eaſily fur- 


of niſh my Readers with Numerous Quotations to the ſame 
ut Purpoſe, 'out of St. H/ery, ( to whom I now confine my 
he | elf, and particularly tohis Book de Synodis, that thefe Au- 
if. | thorities may be- the more eaſily found all togerher ) to 
of * prove, That the Catholick Notion of One Divine Sub- 
he nce,-and One God, does not ſignify One Perſonal Sub- 
»y Rtance, nor One ſingular ſolitary God, who is but One Per- 
e- | fon; but there is One Divine Subſtance, and One God, as 
© ' the ſame Divine Nature is communicated whole and entire 
it by the Father tothe Son, and by Father and Son to the Holy 
e Spirit, without the leaſt difference, or change, or ſeparatt 
f on: Which I ſhall explain more at large elſewhere. 


= ' This much for St. Hi/ary, who has always been allow- 
e ed a Credible Witneſs of the Catholick Faith ; for which 
I he ſuffered Baniſhmear under Conftentine, and is now com> 
'S demned fora Heretick by the Oxford Heads. 
, But it is more wonderful to me, that men who un- 
7 derftand what Fhpoſftaſis ſignifies , and in what ſenſe it 
r was uſed by the Nicene Fathers, ſhould condemn . the 
p _ Phraſe of Three Suw5ffances in the Trinity, as Falſe, Im- 
: pious, and Heretical, when Tp«c; vanzzou;, or Three Hy- 
= poſtales, which is the Catholick Language, is nenther bet- 
ter nor worſe than Three Subſtances. Inthe Neceze Coun- 
cil it Telf,, &5a and worn; are uſed in the ſame ſenſe, and 
both: ſignify Subftance : And Peravins owns, that all the 
Ancient Fathers uſed Hypofafis in no other ſenſe, but to 
- fignify Subſtance; and then 'Three Hypoſtaſes are Three 
Subfances, And whenafterwards they more nicely diltin- 
_ guiſhed berween dds and vmcwnc, they (till uſed on 
m: the norion 'of Subftance, that which did aCtually- fub- 


FF fit; which is therefore often rendred by the Latins 
Bur xo fer alide other Obſervations , the Alexendrian 


I} G- Synod 
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2 - "A Modeſt Examination 


Arhan:fii Synod under Athanaſins. is ſufficient to. put an end to this 
1a iy © Diſpute. _ When the Catholick Biſhops were recalled 
T. :. p. -from Baniſhment by Julian, ſeveral of them ftopt at 
$74 oY Alexandria, and met 'in Council to: adviſe about the bro- 
2 Þ 'o. ken ſtate of the Church :. Among other things that. fell 
- under conſideration, there had a Diſpute happened among 
'the Catholicks themſelves, concerning the wiz waouereng, 
and rd; wozzocs,, whether they ought to ſay, That there 
is but One Subſtance. in the Trinity ; or, 'That:there are 
Three Subſtances; for ſo tr is plain that both. ſides under- 
ſtood Hypoſtaſis in the notion of Subſtance, To compoſe 
this Difference, the Synod called both Parties before them, 
and examined them in what ſenſe they uſed theſe words. 

As for thoſe who ſaid there were Three Hypoſtaſes in 
the Trinity, they asked them, Whether by this they 
meant, as the Arians did, Three Hypoſtaſes of a different 
Kind and Nature, ſubſiſting by themſelves abſolutely and 
independently, as perfe&ly divided:and ſeparated .from 
each other, as other Creatures, and as the Children of 

' menare; or as thoſe things which have different Natures, 
as Gold, and Silver, and Braſs? Or whether by Three 
Hypoſtaſes they meant, as ſome other Hereticks -did\, 
Three Principles, or Three Gods ? All this they profeſſed 
they had neither ſaid nor thought. And being | asked 
again, Why they then uſed thoſe Expreſſions of Three 
Subſtances ? They anſwered, Becauſe they believed. in the 
Holy Trinity, not a Trinity of Names, but a Real Sub- 
ſiting Trinity ; a Father, who really and aQtually is, and 
ſubliſts; a Son, who in truth and reality is a ſubſtantial 
{ubſiſting Son; and the Holy Spirit, who-aQtually is, and 
ſubliſts.: That they never ſaid, There are Three Gods,: or  : 
Three Principles, but owned the Holy Trinity,.arid but:one  : 
Godhead, one Principle, and the Son conſubſtantial to the. * ? 
Father ; and the Holy Spirit neither a Creature, nor of a ©; 
| i dif- "4 
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” different Nature, but genuinely and inſeparably of the 
- ſame Nature with Father and Son. All this was appro- 
ved of as very Orthodox. | And then the Synod examined 


E thoſe who aftirmed, That there-was but One Subſtance in. 
N the Trinity, What they mcant by it ? Whether they un- 


|  derſtood it, as Sabellizs did, to deny the Real Subliftence 
S of the- Son and Holy. Spirit, to make an Unſubſtantial 
"4 Son, and an Uaſubliſting Spirit? This they alſo denied; 
| and told the. Synod, that they thought Hypoſtaſis ſignified 
the ſame with Osfis, Eſſence, Subſtance, Nature : And, 
G therefore they owned but one Hypoſtafis or Subſtance, be- 
cauſe the Son is of the Subſtance of the Father, and by 
reaſon of the Identity of Nature between Father and Son ; 
for they believed but One Divinity, and one Divine Na- 
ture 3-and not one Nature of the Father, and another dif- 
ferent Nature of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. This 
Explication alſo: was approved by the Synod ; and thus. 

; this matter was reconciled: Thoſe who taught Three. 


. one Subſtance, when they. had given their ſeveral Ex- 
plications, were both owned by the. Synod , and. 
- owned each other for Catholick Chriſtians, and both 
Condemned Arixs and Sabellias ; though.the Synod thought 
* it better to adhere ſtrittly to the words of the Nicene 
- Creed ; but ſoon after they diſtinguiſhed between goa and 
_ "acorns 3 and then Three Hypoftaſes ( ſill in the notion 
: of Three Subſtances) and One Nature, was the Catho- 
- lick Language; which St. Baſil gives a large account of, 
| Ep. 300; of which more-eiſewhere, So that Arhanaſtne, 
” and thoſe Glorious, Confeſſors. far the Ajcexe Faith, in 
# the Alexendrian Synod, owned : Three. Subſtances. ia the 
'Þ very fame ſenſe in, which we now uſe thoſe words, to con- 
-& tain the true Catholick Faith; and if they knew what 
F the DoQtrine of the: Catholick Church was, our Oxford: 


£ © + Heads are out 10 their gueſs. G 2 5. The: 
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[| Subftances 1a' the Trinity , and thoſe. who. believed but 
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44 ' A Modeſt Examination 
5. The laſt Charge is, That Three diftini# Minds and 
Subſtances is eſpecially contrary to the Doftrin# of the Church 
of England , publickly received. - What they- may mean 
by publickly received, [ can't tell ; 'there may be fome Do- 
\Qtrines too publickly received in the Church of Fxgland, 
. which are not the DoQtrines of the Church : and I doubt 
Sabellianiſm is one of them: But if they mean by publick- 
ty received, the DoQtrine of our Articles and-Creeds ; this 
is 'the very ſame with the Dod@rine of ' rhe Catholick 
Church. We make profeſſion of the Viceye Faith every 
; Week, and that aſſerts a Real and Subftantial Trinity, if 
Athanaſius underſtood it. —_ | | 
The only pretence, I can gueſs, they had for this 
charge, if they thought of any *themſelves; - muſt” be! the 
Form of the Athanaſian Creed, which will-not permit us 
to ſay that in the Plural Number of all Three Divine Per- 
fons, which it allows us to attribute diſtinQly to each di- 
ftin& Perſon in the Singular Number ; we may ſay, the 
Father is Almighty, the Son Almighty, and the Holy Ghoſt 
Almighty, but muſt not ſay that there are three Almighties, 
but one Almighty. Bur will they hence frame an'Univer-, 
fal Rule, That nothing muſt be ſaid of the Holy Trinity 
in'the Plural Number, confidered as Fhree ? We will not 
attribute any thing to the Holy Trinity in the Plural Num- 
ber, which this Creed forbids ; we will not ſay, there - 
are Three Almighties, Three Eternals', Three Omnipo- 
tents, Three Infinites, Three Gods, or Three Lords ; but 
this Creed does' not forbid us ſaying, There are Three 
| Minds, or 'Three Subſtances; nay , it teaches us to fay, 
Ta; vimaxou,which as you havealready heard,in the Lan- 
guage of theNrceneApge,and more exprelly in AﬀterA4ges,fip- 
_— Three Subſtances, and therefore muſt do {o in this 
reed. | | 
The reaſon given in the Creed apainſt this Plural Pradi- 
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cation-1s, Becauſe there is but One God, and therefore ſuch 
terms, *as immediately and dire&ly. multiply the. Deity 
and Godhead, muſt naotibe'exprelt Plurally:; and thus the + 


Plural Pradication of any Divine PerfeQionsin the abſtrat 


does ; T tiree Omnipotents, Three Infinites, Three Eter- 
nals, which are Equivalent to Three Omnipoten-' 
cies, Three Infinities, Three Eteraities;- and they to 
\T hree *Deities ,- and - Three Godheads, 'or Three Di- _ 
vine Natures ;, but though we cannot diftinguiſh-be- 
tween: the Perſon, and the Divinity, or Divine Nature of 
thatPerſon, for there is noCompolition in God,or inaDivine 
Perſon, as there is in Creatures ; yet when theſame Divine 
Nature,communicated from the Father to the Son,and from 


- Father and Son to the Holy Spitit,ſubliſts diftia@ly; tho in- 


ſeparably whole andentire in Three ; arid that whithreall 
and' atually ſubſiſts, is Mind and Subſtance, 'wich reſped. 
to theſe Three Subſiſtencies, they are and muſt be Three 
Minds-and Subſtances, though with reſpeft to the ſame- 
neſs and identity of the Divine Nature, which is Whole,and 
Entire and Inſeparable, and rherefore but One in all; chey 
are but'One, not Three Gods. I nag 
This is all the ſenſe I can make of that khowndiſtinion 
between Subſtantives and AdjeQives in a Plural Predica- 
tion ; That we may ſay, there are Three who Create, but 
aot Three'Creators; Three, who are Omihipotent; but not 
three Omnipotents,c5e.that in theſe AdjeAive Pradications, 
we'conlider the Divine Perſon, Mind or Subſtance, as a ſub 
je& of Inhz{ion, and theſe Divine' PerfeQions as Eſſential 
Properties or Attributes, which may and muſt be aumbred 
with the Subjects in which they are; but Subſtantives have 


#''more abſolute ſenſe, and include pure nature, without 
relation to different - Subjets;; and- therefore to uſe them 


Plurally, is to multiply Nature, to'make more than One In- 
finite, Eternal, Incomprehenſible, Omnipotent Nature, 
and 
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